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I retired from the practice of law in Arizona in September
of 2004; I am also admitted to the Colorado bar. I believe that
the proposed changes to the status of "inactive" and "retired"®
members of the Arizona bhar are ill advised.

Currently both inactive and retired members can return to
active practice by payving the difference in current dues and
completing MCLE for the current year with no reanirement of either
paying back dues or takina make-up MCLE. The proposed changes
would regquire an inactive member to pay two years of back dues
and complete two yvears of make-up MCLE. They would reguire a re-
tired member to pay for "up to" 10 years of back dues and take
"up to" three vears of make-up MCLE.

In addition, once a member "retired," he could only change
to "inactive" status if he returned to active status in another
jurisdiction. However, simultaneously, a "retired" member suppos-
edly would bhe barred from practicing "in any jurisdictian.,®

These proposals would mean that a nerson retired for, say,
eight years would have to pay "up to" eight times $460 pilus $460,
or $4140 {at present rates) in fees and take the current year's

MCLE and "up to" three years' worth of make-up MCLE, or 60 hours,



to become re-instated. 60 hours of MCLE alone would take months
to complete and cost thousands of dollars. The proposal also does
not specifv who decides how manv vears worth of duoes "up to" 10
vears a member seekina fo return tn active status must nav ar

how many years of MCLE he must take, or what standards should
guide that determinatrion.

The need to ensure continued competence in a practitioner
who has long been out of practice i1s obvious. However, the
financial double-barrel of fees and MCLE looks del iberately
prohibitive and motivated rather baldly by financial and competi-
tive concerns. For example, for what logical reason should a
retired member seeking re-activation be required +o pay membership
dues for years during which he was not active and derived no benefit
from being a member?

Finally, it is proposed that the retirement of a member of
the Arizona state bar prohibits that member from practicing "in
any jurisdiction." However, a practitioner's Arizona state bar
status cannot per se control that member's status in another
state. To the contrary, federalism and comity mandate that every
state is empowered to control its own lawyers (only).

The proposed changes are expensive, impractical, vindictive,

and poorly conceived. They should be rejected.
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